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| $1 R, 
| moe! 7 the End: of your'Reply to the 
= ' Lord' Biſhop” of Worceſter, 1 have 
met with your Anſwer, as you are 
pleas d to call ir, ro my ſhort Re- 
w_ ypon your Effay , and-am ' very much 
_ 'd to find it writ in ſuch an angry Style, 
with ſuch undeſerved and ill-grounded Re- 
Hections. TI writ to you with Civility and Re- 
ſpe&, and 1 dare appeal to any Gentleman, if 
there be- any thing unbecoming_ or provoking 
B 


in 


CM 


in the Style or Expreſſions of my Letter. If 
you made a falſe Surmiſe to your felf, thar a 
Storm was coming, as you phraſe it, and a De> 
ſign hatching rg run, down _|ypur Book; As 
there is no Storm, I m ſure, in my Letter, bur 
every Lige calfy and /peace le, ſol proteſt 
never heard of any ſuch Delign, never had 
Communication with -atiy; about the confuting 
or opppling yqur Book: And as,to theſe Two 
ſhort Papers of Remdiks, 'Tis more than 1 
know if any Perſon.in the World (beſides my 
ſelf) knows me'to be the Writer of them. So 
far, was | ;Frorn} Jehpums 3oy xhing by hen 
ut my own Satisfaction, and to know the true 
State of Your Principles, that 1,might the, ber:- 
ter judge of their Truth, and of their Conſe- 
« quences. And whereas you lay, If it was for 
my own Information, what need of putting my Doubts 
im Print ? | chought char the beſt way, tha 
Anſwer might; give Satisfaction to och 
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objefed, I'think, of all Men'T know, Mr. Lock 
had the leaſt Reaſon 'to' make chat Criminal, 
He, whothath writ'ſo many Books withour put- 
ring his Name to them, and iſome in confta: 
tion of the: Principles of: other Men. 

Turpe eft Cenfori, cam ——— 

But you have" invented a ſtrange Reaſon for 
my concealing my Name, with'a'black' Accu- 
ſation contain'd in it, In theſe Words : I cannot AnGv. p. z. 
much blame him in another reſpeft, for concealing his 
Name. For, 1 think, any one who appears amongſt 
Chriſtians, may be well aſham'd of bis Name, when 
he raiſes ſuch a Doubt as this, viz. Whether an infi 
mtely Powerful and Wiſe Being, be Veracious or no? 
unleſs Falſhood be: 'm ſuch reputation :with*this . Gen: 
tleman, that he conclades Lying to be no Mark of 
Weakneſs and Folly. This Infinuation is the more 
inexcuſable, becauſe: co bring it 1n,; yow have: 
miſrepreſented: and perverted the Senſe of the 
Author. The Quettion there is' not, Whether 
God be Veracious * but, Whether, according to 
your Principles, he can be prov'd to be fo? 
The Reflection= which falls upon your Princi- 
ples onely, you would have thrown upon God, 
and very unjuſtly ſuppoſe that the Remarker 
calls in quettion the Divine Veracity, whereas 
he onely calls in queſtion the Truth of your 
Principles: which, 1 think, is a very different 
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thing from the | Divine Verasity; ''[n the Pages 
you cite, the Remarker lays, /eracity, newly 
te His. Principles, -nnay be: prov'd to belong to 
the Divine Nature, as being s Perfeftion ; bur 
rells you at the ſame time, that yau make no 
uſe of that Argument, nar youchlafe to give us 
any: Arcount-er Idea 'of Perfefiion, tha' you do 
of many other Terms and Notions of leſs im- 
partance. | You may ſee by this, that Falſþood 
. and Lying (as your grols Wards are.) are nat in 
reputation-with this Gontleman, feaing he looks 
upon theny as Iviperjetbiong inconfiſtene with the 
Divine Nature. Now let every impartial Reader 
judge; whether there is leſs of che Chriſtian in 
the firft-Objeion; or in the pretended Anſwer ; 
and whether of: theſe: two Perſons hath more 
reaſon to be aſhamed. You add in the ſame 
Place, that you have: more: than onte, ſpoke! of the 
Goodneſs af (od, another Evidence of his Vgract- 
ty. Beit fa; Burwhere have you prov'd the Di- 
vine Goodnefs * Or how can it be prov'd, from 
your Principles? TT he Queſtion.is nor, as 1 rold 
you befare, Wherxher God be Good and. Veraci. 
ous, &c. nor whether you think fo, (for I do not 
enter inta your Thoughts) but onely, Whether 
"you have prov'd thele Attributes, or laid down 

any ÞPrineiples by which they may be prov d. 
' Next, you proceed to what concerns the M+- 
the- 
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thematical Demon/tr aion of Morality ; where | de- 
fired to know how it copld be founded on your 
Principles. In an{wer to this, you tell me, my 


Judgment does not ſeem of that Conſequence, that Pag: 4 


any one ſhould be in haſte to gratifie my Impatience, 
Sir, 1 did not preſume to defire ro know the 
full Syſtems of your Maralicy,but the Bafis up 
on which you would build ic: And you having 
declar'd more than ance, That from Grounds 4nd 
Principles laid down in_ your Bqak, Morality 
might be Mathematically demonſtrated, | thought i 
would give no offence to enquire which Cont 
or Principle you pitcht upon for your Foundati- 
on. 1 thought, 1 lay, Thar would have given no 
offence, eſpecially lecing [ was willing to 1up- 


pole, That 'twas nat the deficiency of yaur Princi Remarks, 


ples, but my own ſhort-ſightedueſs, that made me at Eo 
a oſs, Bur however, 1b, this Enquiry, how mo- 
deftly locver propos d, be look d upon. by you 
as prelumptuous, I beg your Pargdon, if thac 
will ſatisfie ac prelent ; And we ſhall have oc- 
caſion hereafter to ſpeak more at large con- 
cerning the, Grauads of Morality ; where, tha'. you 
be ſo reſerv'd in declaring yours, | ſhall not be 
ſo in declaring muac. 
After ths, you make a Remark upon what 


| had ſaid concerning the Knowledge of. our 
Duty, and concerning the Grounds of the Dij- 


vine 
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vine Law :\ And you expreſs it in theſe Words ; 
P-y-4 And fince be thinks the illiterate part of Mankind 
(which is the greateſt) muſt have a more compenas- 
ous way to know their Duty, than by long DeduCti- 
ons, ( you ſhould have ſaid, long and obſcure 
Deductions, if you had truly taken: the Words 
of the Author) He may do well to conſider, whe- 
ther it were for their ſakes be publiſh'd this Que- 
ſftion, viz. What #s the Reaſon and Ground of the 
Divme Law ? | ſuppoſe this is mentioned as con- 
raining ſomething inconſiſtent or 'incongru- 
ous ; but 1 ſee no ſuch thing in the Words ci: 
red, May not the illiterate part of Mankind 
know theit Duty by Natural Conſcience, and 
the Revealed Law of God, and yet that D+- 
vine Law have a Reaſon or Ground ? I can ſee no 
interfering in this, nor any Incongruity. 
4 Bur this is a gentle Reprimand or (intended) 
Reflexion' upon me, in compariſon of the 
next, which flies as high as the imputation of 
Pag.3. Malice and Tenorance; in theſe Words : A Man 
that inſinuates, as he does, as if 1 beld, that the di- 
ſtinftion of Vertue and Vice was to be picked up by 
our Eyes, our Ears, or our Noſtrils, ſhews fo much 
Ienorance, or ſo much Malice, that be deſerves no 
other Anſwer ' but ' Pity. Malice and Ignorance | 
Thele' are' ſuch 'valgar Topicks of Railing 
amongſt angry and ill-bred Writers, that me- 
| thinks 
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thinks it ſhould be below the Genius of a Gen- 
| tleman and' a Philoſopher, to make uſe ot 
them, Do you find theſe hard Words in the 
Wricing you criticize ? [ know that. is no Rule 
to.you ; but however, the World will conlider 
| theſe things (whether you will or no) to judge 
of the Temper of a Perſon, who treats another 
at this rate, that us'd him with Reſpect, and in 
civil Language. Bur let us conlider che Mat- 
rer it (elf. 

You call this an Iiſamation of mine, nor a 
thing directly expreſt ; and you have reaſon 
for this diminution of it: Bur this alſo will 
make it more difficult ro find out the particu- 
lar Paſſage you underſtand here, The firſt , 
Paſſage in: the Paragraph to which, I ſuppoſe 
you refer, is this: Jour general Principle of pick. © 
ing up all our Knowledge from our Five Senſes, 
I confeſs, does not fit eaſily m my Thoughts, tha' you 
join Reflexion ta belp us. Now. it: this be the 
Sentence you mean, ſurely you ought not to 
have omitted Reflexion, and co have charg'd this 
only upon, the Five Senfes, which you lee 1 do 
not. There 1s another Sentence in che lame 
Paragraph, which poſſibly you may reter to ; 
and 'tis this: 4s zo Morality, we think the. great 
Foundation of it is, The Diſtinftun of Good, and 
Evil, Yertue and Vice, T urpis & Honelti, as they 


are 


are uſually call d : and 1 do not find that my Eyes, 
Ears, Noſtrils, or any other outward Senſe, make any 
Diſtmftion of theſe Things, as they do of Sounds, 
Colours, Scents, and other out ward Objes ; nor from 
any Lea taken in from them or from their Reports, 
am I conſcious that I do or can conclude, that there 
is ſuch a Diſtinftion in the Nature of Things. In. 


theſe ewo Paſſages I chought | had taken in | 


enough to comprehend your Senfatio and Re: 
flexion, which you make the Principles 'of all 
our Knowledge, Natural or Moral, and conſe- 
uently of the Diſtintion of Good and Evil, 
Votes and Vice. But we ſhall fee further in- 
ro this Matter, and into your Senſe, when you 
have further explain'd your Moral Notions, and 
let us ſee what you make Yertue and Fice, Good 
and Evil to be, according to your way. 
But | muſt not forget to ſpeak a few Words 

ro the Charge it ſelf, Malice \and Jenorance. Ma- 
lice is againſt a Perſon : Now' God knows, [ 
never had either Malice or Envy againſt your 
Perſon: And wholoever reads that Paper of 
Remarks, | believe, will rhink- to; for tis writ 
i a courteous Style, and with favourable Fx- 
preflions to you, from hrlt to laſt. As to the 
Impucation of Iguorance, | am not fo much 
concern'd to clear my {elf in that Point, If ir 
be my Ignorance in general thar you pity, 
acknowledge 
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acknowled om Kindneſs, and own your 
Piry wdl : Bur if it be my. Ignorance of 
your Princi "i chac you Pits as it ſeems to be, 
That may be a Weakneſs in me, I confeſs, bur 
| I hope no mortal Sin, nor any thin that re- 
quires much pity, But however, if you pity 
my Ignorance of your Principles, and yet will | 
not inſtruct me in them, nor help me whea 1 
| beg: your Charity, thac Pity is but a Mock-pity, 
J and deſerves no Thanks. 
| Now we come to the laſt Head of Inquiries 
you are pleas'd to take notice of, The Imunortality Pag. , 6. 
of the Soul. And for a Proof of this, you re- 
ter me (whether ludicrouſly and farcaltically, 
or no, you belt know) to the Lord Biſhop of 
Worceſter's Arguments, taken from your Pring- 
| ples. Then you add, But if that will not ſerve 
| his turn, T will tell bim a Principle of mine that will 
clear it to him; and that is, The Revelation of Life 
and Inmortalit by Feſus Ori through the Gof pel. 
I write it Immortality, for ſo I know it was in- 
cended ; tho', by an unlucky (lip of the Prefs, 
_ is printed here Immorality. The Revelation 
of che Goſpel is no doubt an happy Conki- 
mation of che i{nimortality. of the; Soul; but 
we are {peaking of Proofs to be made by te 
Light of Nature, and particulacly by the hr 
cipies of Humane a I as you;haye 
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repreſented them. And before you make uſe 

Revelation in this Point, you ſhould reſolve 
the other Point objefted ro you, viz, How you 
can prove the Truth of Revealed Religion, ac- 
cording to your Principles. 

Sir, 1 have now done with your Anſwer, as 
you call it; but 1 can find neither Anſwer nor 
Explication in it to thole Doubts I propoſed. 
You- may have ſome particular Reaſons: for 
chat, which you beſt know : But | know no 
good Reaſon you can have for writing in ſuch 
a ſnappiſh and peeviſh way. If you affet 
the Character of a Caprtious Diſputant, 1 do 
not envy it you, I think you have taken the 
ready way to gain it, by your way of Writing, 
both here and elſewhere. If you have been lo 
treated by other Pens, as to make you angry 
and our of humour, you ought not to take 
your Revenge, or cale your Spleen upon an in- 
offenſive Pen : And you. will be leſs pitied, 
when roughly handled by others, if you treat 
them rudely thar treated you civilly. There is 
nothing, I'm ſure, in my Words or Expreſſi- 
ons that could/ offend you: It muſt be in the 
Senſe, by touching, it may be, upon ſome ten- 
der'Partrs of your Effay, that would not bear 


preſſing withour giving Pain. If you concluded” 
" with your ſelf, that the Writer of thoſe Re- 


marks 
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marks was ſome mean, contemptible Thing, 
with whom you were not bound to obſerve the 
Meaſures of common Civility ; yet methinks, 
even in that Caſe, it had. been better to have 
wholly negle&ted a Perſon of whom you had 
ſuch an Idea, than to: have given an Anſwer 
without giving any Satisfaction to his Doubts, 
or any Viodicarion of your Principles. 

As. to the Storm you ſpeak of, preparing 
againſt you, I knqw nothing of it, as 1 rold 
ou' before ; yer I can blame none that defire 
ſuch Principles of Humane Underſtanding as may 
give them Proofs and Securicy againlt ſuch a 
Syſtem as this, Cogitant Matter, a Mortal Soul, 
a Manichean God (or a God, without Moral 
|. Attributes, ) and an Arbitrary, Law of Good. 
| and Evil. How far your Principles are con- 

cern'd.in theſe Things, or lead to Scepticiſm in 

theſe and other material Points, is left to your 
Conſideracion. 'This' however I know, The 
ready. way:to prevent any. ſuch Storm, is to give 
ſuch a plain Explication of your Principles, 
without Art or Chicane, as may cure and re- 
move; any Fears of this Nacure. 


| Acer all, norwichltanding this impertect and 
angry Anſwer,, I will not be diſcourag'd from 
ſoliciting once more a further Explication of 
your Principles -ypon me; hee: grad Povnts 
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The Intmortality of the Soul, Natural Religion, and 
Reveal d Religim. And whereas you ſeem to 
ſay, Thoſe that do not like your Principles, or 
think them falle' or defective, let them find 
out better : We cannot tell how: good or how 
Bad, how full or defeRtive your Principles are, 
till we! know the true State of them, and their 
Conſequences, in reference to Moral Things : 
And for that reaſon we defire a further Expla- 
nation of them upon thoſe Heads. 

I am apt to believe, many of your Readers, 
if not the generality, do not ſo far underſtand 
your Principles, as to ſee what Conſequences 
they draw after them ; and poſſibly you. did 
not refle& upon: it 'your ſelf. Your Readers 
may cafily be amus'd in a Multitude of Names 

and Notions, and Signs of Notions : They're 
led into a Wood. of Idea's (Simple and Com- 
plex, and Complex-collective ; Abſolute, Rela- 
tive, Real, or Phanraſtical, Ge.) and there they 
are loſt ; pleaſantly indeed, a | Lights 
and Shades, and many pretty Landskips ; buc 

ty know not where they are, nor fee to: the 
end of the Wood. You know what Philoſo- 
phers (Ancient or Modern)'your Principles'arc 
faid ro imitate ; but I do nor defire to make 
uſe of Names, one way or other, but 'to argue 
evcry thing fairly and wpoirthe ſquare; 'as:far 
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as\Reaſon-wilt go. -| And let thoſe that are un- 
concern'd and impartial, judge whar js fairly 
objected, what fairly an{wer'd, and what nor. 
Bur if in-theſe things, which concera Religion 
and Morality, you will giye us , no. further 
Light or Anlwer, I may reaſanably.conclude,-. 
that 1 haye. not miſtaken your Senle, and that I 
have truly calculated the Elevation of thoſe 
Principles. - Wherein, notwithſtanding, 1 ſhall 
be always willing and. deſirous to be let.righe, 
if I have committed any Errour. But let: us 
proceed to the Matters under debate. 


As to the Immortality of the Soul, In your An- Pag. 74, 75- 


ſwer to the Lord Biſhop of Worceſter, you ac-. 


| knowledge the Deficiency or Limitation of 


your Principles as to. che Proof of its Immate: 
riality : but however, you do not freely tell us, 
what you. make. the Soul ro. be, You fay in- 
deed, 'tis a Thinking [Subſtance ; but ſo you. ſay 
Matter may be made, tor any thing you: know. 
Then the Soul may, be Mortal, for any thing 
you know, or any thing we know, by your Pria- 
ciples. Do you think che Soul to be 2 perma- 
newt Subſtance, diſtin. from the, Body ? or a 
Modification os Power of the Body ? or Life 
onely 2 / or! a; certain. Influence from withour, 
afting in Matter ſo and ſo qualified, or in ſuch 
and {uch Syſtems ? Which Dilpoſicions or Sy- 

30,1 ltems, 


 ſtroy'd, that Power ceaſes to aQ there ; (either - 
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ſtems; when they come to be diſſolved 'or de- 


periſhing, as 'a Flame when the Fewel is ſpent ; 
or returning to its Fountain, whatſoever it was. 
This Notion ſeems ro me to/ ſuit beſt ro the 
general Air of your Diſcourſe about the Soul, 
and with ſeveral particular Paſſages relating to 
it. As when.you make Cogitation in us to be 
like Motion in Matter, which recerves its Moti- 


on from external Impreſſion. '- And when = 
P 


m—_ abour the Sleep of the Soul, or the Suſpen- 
10n of Cogitation when we ſleep; the Body 


not being then receptive of the Thinking Influ- 


ence. - You ſay, the Soul hath no Extenſion, 
nor, at certain Firs, any Cogitation': What can 
the Soul' be then, but a certain Power acting in 
the Body, when the Body is prepar'd for the 
exercile of it, and ceaſing to a&t when the Bo- 
dy is indiſpoſed ? But» whether thar be a Supe- 
riour Divine Power, diſtin from Martrer,: as a 
Vis 'movens'; or a.Power faſtned, 1 know not how, 
ro the Body, or upon fuch and fuch Syſtems ot 
Matter : Whether, I ſay, of thele two Suppoli- 
tions better agrees with-your Doctrine, 1 cannor 
certainly tell-; bur-either 'of them deltrovs the 
Immortality-of the Soul, upon the Dilolurion 
of the Body. | 


Further- 
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Furthermore, this ſeems to be the Suppoliti- 


on you go-upon, when you queſtion, whether Þ. 44, 45. & 
a Man waking and ſleeping (withour Thoughts) Lid. 2. c. 27. 


be the fame Man. It there be (till, leepmg or 
waking, the ſame Soul, the ſame permanent Sub- 
ſtance, | ſee no room for that Queſtion or Doubr 
which you-make ; and your making of it, 
would induce one to believe, thar it is a Dith- 
culty that ariſes to you particularly,'and upon 
thac Principle, That the Soul of Man is not a 
permanent and diſtinft Subſtance, but an extrinſick 
or intrinſick Power, that acts or is ſuſpended 
according to the Diſpolitions or Indiſpolitions 


of , the. Body. Accordingly, 1 do not fee by 


your Diſcourſe, how Sr. Peter, [uppole, , at the pag. 180. 


Relurrection; will be che ſame Man, unleſs he 
have the lame Body, or the ſame Organization 
of Parts ; tho' his Soul be the ſame, with the 
ſame Dilpolituons and Habits: Nor how our 
Saviour, now in Heaven, is the ſame Man that 
was crucified at Jeruſalem ; or that He that was 
crucified at Jeruſalem, is the ſame Man that will 
come again to judge the Quick and the Dead. 
But I do not love to: walk in the dark, and 
therefore I refer thele chings ro your furcher 
Explication, if you ſo pleale. Your Doctrine 
of the Soul ſeems to me obſcure and ambigu- 
ous : Men write, I think, ro be underſtood ; 

' and 


_ 


and 1 hope 1 may, withour offcace, viſe the ſame 


, __ i” 


- Sentence ' to you, which 'you' have uſed: to 
_ others, $i nonvis intelligi, debes negligvi. Howe- 


ver if you pleaſe to-let us into the Secret, if 
there be a'Secret, 1 ſhall make no other nſe of 
it than to give ita fair and free Examination. 
| proceed now' to another ' Difficulty in your 
Do&trine of the Soul, which 1 mentioned for- 
merly. * You think the 'Soul , when we are 
aſleep, is without- any Thoughts or Percepti- 
ons. 1 am till at a loſs, I confeſs, how ro 
frame 'any Idea of a thoughtleſs, ſenſeleſs, life- 
leſs Soul. This Carcaſe of a Soul '1 cannot 
underſtand : -If it neither / have | Cogiration, 
nor Excenfion,' as you ſuppoſe, what Being or 
manner of Being it hath, I am not able to 
comprehend. Ir muſt be a Subſtance, and a 
particular finite Subſtance, and yer withour 
any Mode. If you ſay you have no {dea of 
it, why then do you affirm or introduce a 
new and unintelligible State of the Soul, where- 
of neither you, nor others, can have any Con- 
ception? However, you ought to tell us, how 
you bring the Soul our of this unintelligible 
State. What Cauſe can you- alipn able-'to 
produce the firſt Thought at the end of this 
and Silence, in a total Ecclipſe and inter- 
miſbon of Thinking ? Upon your Suppoſicion, 
That 
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Thac all our Thoughts periſh in ſound. Sleep; 
and all Cogitation is extinct, we ſeem to have 
a new Soul every Morning, If a Flame be 
extinct, the ſame cannot return, but a new one 
may be made. If a Body ceale to move, and 
come to perfect reſt, the Motion ic had cannoc 
be reſtord, but a new Motion may be pro 
duc'd. If all Cogication be: extin&t, all our 
Ideas are extinct, fo far as they are Copitations, 
and: ſcaced-in the Soul : So we mult have them 
new imprelt ; we are, as it were, new born, 
and begin the World again. If you lay, che 
Ideas peo in the Soul, in. thac State of Si- 
lence and Inſenſibility, and need only a new 
Excitation ; Why then, ſay I, may nor Infants 
have innate Ideas tkch you {o much oppole) 
that want oaly Objects and Occaſtons to excite 
and actuate —_ with, a fic diſpoſition ef the 
Brain ? 

Sir, L am ſorry my Apprehenſi 107 ſhould be 
ſo flow, or your Doctrine about che Soul lo 
ſhaded and coverd, that 1 cannot, without 
tfurcher Light, come ro know your Meaning; 
or, Which, 4 molt delire, lee how it is conſiltenc 


| ak Reaſon and Gncs To oratific your 


Readers with a clearer Explanation of : your 
Principies in this Particular, leems to be a Debe 


_—_ to them, which | hall take, however as ap 
D Obligation : 


(18) 
Obligation : But if you- be otherwiſe minded, 
for Reaſons beſt known to- your ſelf, I ſhall uſe 
ao further Entreaty or Importunity. 

Another Head wherein | defir'd your further 
Explication, was in reference to Reveald Rel 
gion; that we may fee what Ground we can 
have upon your Principles for the Certainty of 
iv. If we cannot in your way be aſflur'd of 
the Immortality of the Soul by the Light of 
Nature, or by Revelation, you leave: us no 
certain way to know it. Now it you, do not 
make that Revelation certain in it ſelf, it can- 
not make' us certain of any thing. You feem 
therefore the more obligd co give good Proof 
of the Certainty of Reveal'd Ron by how 
much you make the Aſſurance of our Immor- 
tality- to _ upon its "Teſtimony. | told 
you formerly, why I thought your Principles 
would not reach to the Proof of a Certainty ' 
in Reveal'd Religion ; namely, becaule they do 
not prove, nor give us Grounds whereupon we 
may prove the Moral Attributes of God ; upon 
which, and not upon Inhnite Power and Know- 
tedge only, depends the Satisfaftion and Aſſu- 
rance we have of the Truth of a Revelation. 
The Divine Peracity is the particular Artribfite 
upon which ie mainly depends ; and that we 
think may be proy'd from the Divine Perfecti 

on : 
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on: But you have given us no idea of Perfe. 
&ion, unleſs you reſolve it into Power ; where: 
of indced you have given a large Account, bur 
that will not reach and decide the Cale in que- 
ſhon, However, I will wait yourPleafure and 
Leiſure, to fee if you are minded 'to give us 
any more Inſtruction in this Particular. The 
cruth is, There is a Paſlage in your laze Reply 
to the Biſhop of Worceſter, (p. 95, 96. ) which 
would incline one to believe, Thar you think 
there is no Cerrainty in Reveal'd Religion, ſce- 
ing you do not allow the Certainty of Faith, bur 
look upon that Expreſſion as Jargon, or next 
ro Nonſenſe. To talk of the Certamty of Faith, 
ſay. you, ſeems all one to me, as to talk of the 
Knowledge of Believing: A way of ſpeaking not 
eaſie to me to underſtand. Faith, methinks, muſt 
either be Certain or Uncertain ; and if you re- 
falſe the one, you muſt rake the other. But 
this, I ſuppoſe, with whar follows there, will 
fall under the Examination and Cenſure of a 
berter Pen : 1 will therefore inſiſt no more 
upon 1t. - 

I proceed now to the Third Head, Thar of 
Natural Religion and Morality. "Fhis you think 
is demonſtrable from your Principles, Mathe- 
matically demonſtrable. "This indeed would be 
an happy Performance, and of great ule to 

DF2 Mankind. 
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Mankind. - But, I cannot diſcern; from whar 
ſure/Foundation, or in what Method you can 
make- out this Demonſtration. If you make 
Natural Religion and Morality to depend up- 
P. 17. ſect. ON Future Rewards and Puniſhments, as I think 
6 you. do, then they mult depend upon the bn: 
. 192. ſect, mortality of: the Soul; And it they depend upon 
| Thar, and that be only Probable by the Light of 
Narure, then neither can the other by the Light 
of Nature be Mathematically demonſtrable. 
I ſhould argue thus, If Morality ſtands upon 
Future Puniſhments and Rewards, and Future 
Puniſhments and Rewards {tand upon the Im- 
mortality of the Soul, and the Immortalicy of 
the Soul be only Probable, then Morality can- 
> £« 4 not be Mathematically demonſtrable. This is 
9. ſomething like your Indiv7Comparifon. If the 
P. 197. ſet. Farth ſtand upon an Elephant, and the Ele- 
« phant upon a Tortoiſe, then what ſupports 

the Tortoile ? 
T hus far we are clear; There ought nor, 
I'm ture, be more in the Concluſicn, chan was 
in the Premiles. You allow, | think, a Law 
of Nature, with or without Revelation ; a na- 
rural Conicience to diſtinguiſh Good and Evil, 
Virtue and Vice. This is generally underſtocd 
by Moralty and Natural Religion. And this 
Morality, it I underſtand you aright, is what 


you 
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you ſay is ;Demonſtrable by your Principles. But 
if 'you /uſe that: Word Morality in another ſenſe 
than what is generally underſtood by it in com- 
mon Condoms or by Ancient and Modern 
Authors, you (who blame others ſo often for 
an uncertain uſe of Words) ought to fix- ad 
declare your ' peculiar Signification of thacr 
Word, that we may know your Meaning, If 
by | Morality you underſtand the Practical Pre- 
cepts of the; Chriſtian Religion, who doubrs bur, 
That-Morality may be known clearly and evi- 
dently 2 We have no need of your Machema- 
tical Demonſtration in That Cale, if you mean 
onely that: you can prove Morality. from Serip- 
care, 'Beſides, if that were required, you muſt 
firſt give us a Demonſtration of the Veracity 
of the Revealer from your Principles, before 
you can demonſtrate Morality: in this Senſe. 
But, if you underſtand Natural Morality, as 
others dq/;- We think, and ſay, you cannot give, 
by your Princip'es, a Demonſtration of it. 
After all, Whatloever you underſtand by 
Morality, you leem to ground your Demonſtra- 
tioa upon Future Puniſhments and Rewards, 
and upon the arbitrary Will of che Law-giver: 
And | do not think thele the firſt Grounds of 
Good and Evil, Vertue and Vice. 1 do not think 


they are conſtiruted by Puniſhments and Re- 
| wards, 
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witds, nor by the" Will of God-oncly, if you 
rake that Will for an"/bitrary Power +» And IN 
oive triy Reaſons for ir, it chings were o, 
there would be no:fect Notiotr of Holineſs, 2nd 
God'miphi be che ziahor' of Sint 1 meati, -6f 
whar'we'call Sin, and judge Sin;'and for which 
Sinners are puniſhr, Bat in'reality (according 
to this Principle) there 'is nothing Sm to this 
Altmiphty Being,  nor'any fixt Notion 'of Hoh: 
neſT. © For if his Will be the Original Rule-of 
Good and Evil, and thar Will -go by no Rule, 
there is ho Rule of Sin to him : All things are 
Indifferent, til he declare This or That' to be 
Sin, accovding'to his Pleaſure; nor is there any 
Rute of Sin ro us; bur-thar Revealed Pleaſure: 
This 'Confſequence, 1 believe, will be granted; 
adenicting the Suppoſition. Bur you will ſay, 
ic may be, Afrer'God hath declar'd ſuch and 
fuch T hings co be Sin, they are fo, and he can: 
not' be the Author of them. ' And why nor, I 
pray ? I deſtre to know, what binds him to his 
Word ? to this Order or Declaration he hath 
made ? It muſt be fornething antecedent to his 
Will, and, in that 'refpe&, ſuperiour : Which 
it you allow, we have all we deſire, An Ori- 
ginal Standard for Sin and Holineſs ; namely, 
the [Divme Nature and Effential PerfeCtions : 
A Law from which the Divine Will can ne- 

ver 
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vet: deviate. ; not we, without Sing, ever tran. 
rels. 1 4 Slam 
: Then; on the other hand, as to-Flelineſs, 
What Definition or Idea can you give: us of it, 
according, to-this Pxinaiple ?. Is tfolinels anely 
2 due. Care. and Concern for our Intereſt 3nd; 
Happineſs, preſence and future/? That's a good 
thing, and very neceſlary;; but tis, rather, Prux 
dence or Wiſdom, than Holineſs, in the proper 
Senſe of the Word, Suppale. then you. fay, 
Holineſs is. a Conformity - ©o.the Wil-ot God + 
Thar alſo is very tne ; for the; Divine Will is 
never contrary to the Divine Nature : Bur this 
is not the Original, Notion of Intrinſick Holi: 
neſs, into which 'tis ultimately reſolv'd;, This 
is, not, the Archetype, Intrinhck Holineſs is a 
Conformity to the Divine Nature, according ta 
our Capacities; being like to God, and Parta- 
kers of his Pertections,, Pure as He: is Pure, fo. 
far as the Meaſures of Humanky will permir. 
This, 1 chink, is clear in Reaſon, and I m ſure 
'tis conhirm'd by good Authorities ; Thar of 
Revelation, and alio-that of the beſt efteem'd 
Philoſophers that have writ about Morality. 
And furthermore,” How can we know (antece- 
dently co Revelation ) what the Will of God 
is, or what he hath appointed to be Goed or 


* 
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Evil, Sin: or Holineſs ? 4 fay, blow can you - 


know 


know this,- if you 'do 'not know it" from the 
immutable Nature of God, and the immuca- 
ble Diffefences of Good and Evil * And there 
will be the ſame Difficulty ro know or aſcer- 
rain Future' /Puniſhments and Rewards, with- 
out; or -with a/Revelation : For 'tho' you have 


a Revelation, if there 'be no immovyable Rules 


of Good and Evil, Juſt and Unjuſt ; nor any 
fixt Rule of Right berwixr God and his Crea- 
rures, you can never be-aflurd of Performance, 
whatſoever. s promis'd' or threatned, There 
may be a Reveal'd and a Secrer' Will, for any 
thing you know: And we may follow one, 
and the'other be finally execured, according to 
a Secret- Intention ; which will lay a Ground 
for- an incurable Scepticiſm. But | have noted 
before, how theſe Principles, upon another ac- 
count, render the whole Future State uncertain, 
and therefore proſecute it no further at preſent. 

{ think you fhould rell us allo, Whar is: the 
Love F God (che Fountain of Vertue and Piety) 
according to: your Principles; and how it is 
diſtinguth'd from Self-love: Which, in your 
way, it ſeems'to be in the laſt Reſolution of ir, 
We love God ;- but why ? Not for his ſake, 
bur for our own flake ; becauſe he will reward 
our Love and Obedience. Without this Mo- 
tive, you ſeem to leave no Argument to love 

Him, 
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Him, 'or Vertue, or Piety : We may fear and 
admire an-Eternal, Almighty, All knowing Being : 
Bur if he have no other Attributes, as | do. not 
find you have prov'd any more, you lay no 
Foundation forthe Love of God, nor for the 


Love of . Vertue and Piety. | Thole Verſes ex: 
| prels my Senſe in this Particular : 


| Oderunt peccare Mult, formidine pens : 


Oderunt peccare 'Bow, virtutis amore. 


But your Principles turn the latter Verle 
another way ; 


| Oqderunt peccare Boni, mercedis amore. 


How, pray you, upon thele Principles, do 
you prelerve the Diſtin&tion (that good old Di- 
ftintion, which it may be you. delipile) of Bu 
hon Utile & Honeſtum ? In your way, either .the 
Parts are coincident, or Bonum Util is luperior 
ro Bonum Honeſtum. "Tis an open and free 
Saying of Tullys, but was always. thought to be 61. Bon. 
have good Senſe in it, Perſpicuum eft, nifu equi- * Mal c.18. 
tas, fides, juſtitia, proficiſcantur 4 natura, & fi 
omnia hec ad utilutatem. referantur , virum bonum 
non poſſe reperiri, Many, you know, of our 
beſt Authors in Morality have ſpoken things 
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to the fame fenſe, In Ike naanner, the: Di- 
flin&ion of Pofitive Laws, and Natnrut or Moral 
Laws, ſeerns to be conformded , if you make 
both to depend upon the arbitrary Will of God. 
-Ar leaſt, theſe things peed a further Explication, 
if according to this new way, your make rhem 
both to have the fame Ground and Meaſure. 
Give me leave to add one Conlideration 
more: As the Reaſons of Good and Fit lo like: 
wiſe of True and Falſe, ſeem 'to be' unſtable 
and unſettled , according to theſe Principles. 
For, if the Difference of Trae and Falſe be im- 
. mutable, or not determin'd by rhe arbitrary 
Will of God, I ſee no reaſon why we ſhould 
not make the ſame Judgment as to the Diffe- 
rence of Good and Evil; or why Moral Truths 
fhould nor be as fixt and 'inalterable as any 
other. Let us take a Propoſttion in Matherya- 
ricks, and another! m Moralicy : Suppole, in 
the former, That which ts often made nfe of, 
char"rhe Three Angles of a Triangle are equal 
.. to Two Right ones : And m Morals, that ir is a 
wicked thing for a Man malicioutly to kill' his 
Friend, or his Father, or any innocefit Perſon. 
The Fruth of this feems ro me as clear; eter- 
nal, ant umakerable; as the other. { 'Fhere' is a 
Rrtiitude and Obliquity ix Actions, 45 well as in 
 Eines, a Congruity or Fneongraty. "Tis ue, 


Moral 


ww). 

Moral Cafes. are commonly. more-Complex, 
and: ſo not {o ealily ſtared a heh; x thoſe that. 
are Simple and 55 or clearly ſtated, Pro. 
———_ about them are as. cerfain. 25: other 
Truths. Ia every Moral Action. or. Moral 
Caſe there is, a Right and a Wrong, as much as 
every Number is Even or Odd, or every Lin 
Straight or Crooked. And the Relations of 
Moral Things ſeen to me as neceſlacy, as the 
Rae of Figures aad Numbers, 1 am allg 
apt to. beligve, That the Differences of Good 
and Evil, Juſt and Unjuſt, Turpis & FHomeſty, 
would be as ſcalibje to us (in Nature pure) 3s 
Phyſical or Mathematical Djflerences ;. as /mert 
= ſour, ſtraight and crooked ; if latereſt, Ap: 
perites, Paſlions, and Luſts did not deprave 
Taſte and Judgments in thoſe lacellefua 
T hings. Which Pr Prejudices and brutifh Inch. 
nations take no, place, you know, in. Phyſical or 
Mathemartical Speculations. 

Sir, If you pleaſe to let us know your 
Grounds vs Morality (Mathemacically demon 
frable) as plainly as I have-dane mine, 'tis 
that 4 defire as to this Particular., Ang it al 
other. chings, I think, Lis enough £0 expreſs ons 
Thoughts et with qur Reaſons tor _ 
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no- cifitr Deſign than to find our Truth, by 
comparing the Opinions of others wich their 
own, and weighing the Reaſons on both ſides. 
For a Man to attend to his own Thoughts and 

Conceptions, and the beſt Light he hath ; nor 
ro ſpeak by "roar, and blindly follow either 
new or receivd Opinions, is ſo far commen- 
dable. But whether his Principles and Con- 
cluſrons are juſt, and proportionate to the Na- 
ture 'of Things, is a further Queſtion, and 
muſt'be left ro Time and Trial. Every Man 
would be willing to know rhe Senfe of che 
Authors that he reads, the State of their Prin- 
- ciples with their Conſequences (cfpecially as to 
Moral things') that he might make a ſure 
udgment of them. I am ſenſible that when 
en have a different Ser of Ideas and Firſt Prin- 
po, they may be cafily miſtaken in judging 
of one anothers Meaning, or in drawing Con- 
ſequences from one anothers Principles : But 
that, merhinks, ought to give no offence ; bur 
rather to be gently reifted (without ill Lan- 
guage) by the Authors themſelves, who beſt 
now their own Mind, And as I find that you 
fay you are 'often at a loſs'in underſtanding the 
Lord Biſhop of Worceſter's Remarks upon ſome 
of your Notions, ol hope you will not think 
ot it 
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ic ftrange if 1 am ſometime$at a lols alſo how, - 
to underſtand: your Wricings ; which, we may: 
reaſonably preſume, are not more clear, either 
as to Senſe or Words. 


You tell me in your 41/wer, That I pretend Pag- +. 


to have wric that Letcer to be inform'd : And (o- 
| did ; but withal gave you ſome Reaſons for 
my Doubts. Will you not allow a Learner 
to deſire his Maſter to explain himſelf, when he 
does not underſtand his Di&tates? and allo to 
propel Objections, when his Teacher's Senſe 
cems' to him contrary ro Reaſon? We arc 


raughe by your ſelf, not to give up our Aſſenc to Eday, p.405. 


the Authority of others, without good Evidence ; _ 
and you make it one great Cauſe of Errcour, 
To relie blindly upon the Opinions of others. 
| hope therefore I have obey'd your Precepts 
in this, as 1 am ready to do in all other things 
that are reaſonable, I can truly and fincerly 
ſay, That I do not write out of any Spirit of 
Oppoſition, nor for any By-ends whattoever ; 
bur for my own Inſtruction and Satisfaction, 
and for the Diſcovery of Truth in thoſe great 
Points. When I doubt of your Senle, if you 
pleale to diret me ; and when I make Obje- 
Etions, if you pleaſe to anſwer them, I have 
my Delign ; and defire onely that the Merits 
of the Cauſe may be ſpoken to on cither hand, 
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\* No bodie! viithout conrſe La ;- and Perſonal Re 
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ink, ave the flexiorts', Which, I think, s'your own Ad- 

vice * ? Wl 54 | | | 
| >. © POR Lerdſhip, who [ Il knows the different 
oined wi 'E Fe your Lora, 0 weit knows the different 
CaPt of x th Heads, and ap top mc: that Vs them, "will mt think 3t ill 
Manners in any one, if his Netions differ from- your Lardſbig's, and thet he owns 
that Difference, aud explainiy the Grounds of it as well as be can: I have always 
thought, that Trith and Knowhadge, by vhe 51 and cvrr-eager Management of Contro- 
verſies, loſe a great deal of the Advantages they _ recevpe from the Variety of 
Conceptions there ys in Mens Undrſtendnp | Could the Heats, and Paſſions, and ill 
ge be left out of 'them, they would afford groar Inprovemenes to thoſe wha 
could ſeparate them from By-intereſts and Perſonal Prejudiceg, Anſwer to the By 
op of Morcefter, p. 222. reads by 


. In your, Concluſion you tell me again of 
my. Fault, in nor ſetting my Name to my Pa- 
per, in. cheſe hard, Words ; Fo conclude, Were 
there. nothing elſe m it, 1 ſhould ngt think, is fit to 
trouble my ſelf about the (Jueſtions of a, Man, which 
be bimfelf does not think worthy owning. To 
which I anſwer, Tho' in ſome Caſes I think 
the Senle/is more. jmapartially conſider'd (with- 
gut, Favour or. P jnce} ; when the Avprhor. is 
uoknown 3, yer .it, cha, will Garisfie you, Do 


200 your Name to all the Books and 
Pamphlets you have wric, and I will pur my 
Name to this ; how, unuſual ſoever ic 15, to * 
put'a;Name to luch ſmall Papers, | 
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